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Introduction 
 Law library consortia have the same purpose as other library consortia:  to share 
resources, expand the knowledge of their staffs, and (ultimately) to reduce costs.  There 
are distinctions between law libraries and other types of libraries (the most basic 
distinction being the type of patrons that frequent them), but the reasons law libraries 
agree to come together in a consortium are very similar to why other library consortia are 
formed:  standing together is more beneficial (that is, it is more efficient, more helpful to 
the patrons the libraries serve, and less costly) than standing alone. 
 This paper will describe what library consortia are, why libraries join consortia, 
the differences between consortia that succeed and those that do not, and it will provide 
data from two surveys that may help existing law library consortia, and consortia that are 
yet to be, determine how best to serve their member libraries. 
 
Consortia History and Their Raison D'etre 
 A consortium is a “cooperative arrangement among groups or institutions.”1  
Coincidentally, the example The American Heritage Dictionary provides for this 
definition is “a library consortium.”2
 A fundamental aspect of consortial activity, then, is cooperation.  As Ruth J. 
Patrick puts it in a frequently quoted sentence from the introduction to her book 
                                                 
1 The American Heritage Dictionary, 4th ed.  (New York:  Houghton Mifflin Co., 2000), 393. 
2 Ibid. 
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Guidelines for Library Cooperation, “Interlibrary cooperation is not a new 
phenomenon.”3  But it may surprise some people, including librarians, that articles about 
such cooperation were being published in Library Journal as long ago as the 1880s.  In 
1885 E. A. Mac published an article titled “Co-operation Versus Competition,”4 and the 
following year Melvil Dewey, the creator of the Dewey decimal classification system, 
published an article titled “Library Cooperation.”5
 Patrick’s book, which has been characterized as a “benchmark” in the field of 
consortial studies,6 was one result of a study sponsored by the U.S. Office of Education 
and conducted by System Development Corporation (SDC).  (The other result was a book 
titled Directory of Academic Library Consortia by Diana D. DeLanoy and Carlos A. 
Cuadra.)  The purpose of Patrick’s book is, as its title reveals, to provide guidelines for 
libraries that want to work together in a consortial arrangement.  Patrick relied on the 
information unearthed by SDC’s surveys, what she calls a “rigorous literature review,” 
and a few field site visits to determine how libraries that are interested in forming a 
consortium should go about it.7  Other articles have been written about consortia 
generally—and even about law library consortia in particular—since Patrick’s book was 
published in 1972, but Guidelines for Library Cooperation is such a significant work in 
the field that it is worth examining some of its findings, even though they are now more 
than 30 years old. 
                                                 
3 Ruth J. Patrick, Guidelines for Library Cooperation:  Development of Academic Library Consortia (Santa 
Monica, Calif.:  System Development Corporation, 1972), 1. 
4 E. A. Mac, “Co-operation Versus Competition,” Library Journal 10 (1885):  55. 
5 Melvil Dewey, “Library Cooperation,” Library Journal 11 (1886):  5. 
6 James J. Kopp, “Library Consortia and Information Technology:  The Past, the Present, the Promise,” 
Information Technology and Libraries 17 (March 1998):  7. 
7 Patrick, 21. 
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 One such finding, presented in the book’s first table, is the number of library 
consortia founded in specific years (from 1931 to 1971).8  Out of a total of 125 such 
consortia, 115 (or 92%) were founded between 1961 and 1971.  Only two were founded 
between 1931 and 1940, and only three between 1941 and 1950.9  Patrick mentions in the 
preface to her book that “the extensive development of library consortia and networks is 
quite recent, and very little information on consortium activities, successes, and problems 
has been available to help libraries weigh the desirability of participating in existing 
consortia or decide how best to proceed in developing new consortia.”10  It was the 
extraordinary increase in consortia during the last decade of the SDC study, and lack of 
substantive information about them, that stimulated the need for Patrick’s book. 
 Another finding has to do with what Patrick calls the “four phases in the 
consortium development process.”11  These are (1) the exploratory phase, during which 
the prospective consortium members discuss whether they should establish a library 
consortium; (2) the planning phase, during which the participants select and approve the 
consortial “objectives, program plans, financial support, and organizational structure”; (3) 
the development phase, during which all the design and developmental tasks occur; and 
(4) the operation and evaluation phase, which “includes the operation of consortium 
activities and the evaluation of consortium performance.”12  For each phase Patrick laid 
out a series of steps (such as, “Find out if there are any existing consortia that could 
provide the desired benefits” for the exploratory phase) and went into detail about how 
                                                 
8 Patrick, 2. 
9 Ibid. 
10 Patrick, v. 
11 Patrick, 21. 
12 Ibid. 
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libraries could perform each one.13  These details, which run from page 28 to page 157,  
are what make up the bulk of her 200-page book. 
 In her section on the exploratory phase, Patrick describes “four general types of 
consortia that vary from each other enough to provide different kinds of member 
benefits.”14  These types were still being quoted in the literature as recently as 200115 and 
so deserve to be listed here:  (1) “[l]arge consortia, concerned primarily with 
computerized, large-scale technical processing”; (2) “[s]mall consortia, concerned 
primarily with user services and everyday problems”; (3) “[l]imited-purpose consortia, 
cooperating with respect to limited special subject areas”; and (4) “[l]imited-purpose 
consortia, concerned primarily with interlibrary loan or reference network operations.”16  
Sharon L. Bostick notes that modern academic library consortia retain “many of the 
attributes of the earlier consortia,” except that today there are more types, including 
“regional academic groups,” such as the Triangle Research Library Network (TRLN), 
statewide consortia, and some that “have many purposes while others focus on just one 
basic component.  The most common purpose is automation, and this generally takes 
multiple forms.”17
 The final part of Patrick’s book that is worth noting is its section on “description 
of consortium activities.”18  After determining how many consortia there are, when they 
were founded, and providing guidelines to libraries for forming their own consortium, 
Patrick lists what the chief activities of consortia were in 1972.  This list can be examined 
                                                 
13 Patrick, 23. 
14 Patrick, 30. 
15 Sharon L. Bostick, “The History and Development of Academic Library Consortia in the United States:  
An Overview,” The Journal of Academic Librarianship 27 (2001):  128. 
16 Patrick, 30-32. 
17 Bostick, 129. 
18 Patrick, 158. 
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in order to make comparisons between consortia activities in the past and present.  The 
activities Patrick mentions are the creation of union catalogs and lists, the cooperative 
development of resources, sharing resources in terms of use (the activity that most of the 
consortia Patrick studied were engaged in), communication (via workshops, educational 
meetings, and communication networks), centralized processing of catalog cards (that is, 
paper index cards), cooperatively sponsored planning and surveys, cooperative storage, 
and the cooperative use of what Patrick calls “computer centers.”19
 These consortial activities reveal why libraries become part of consortia, and it is 
another aspect of consortia that the SDC survey examined.  Here are the survey numbers 
on the issue of consortia objectives:  share and improve resources (58%); share resources 
(30%); achieve some single purpose (14%); and reduce costs (13%).20  These categories 
overlap quite a bit (especially with regard to the subtle distinction between “share and 
improve resources” and “share resources”), and despite Patrick’s pointing out that only 
13% of the survey respondents listed “reduce costs” as a reason to join a consortium, the 
modern literature tends to emphasize that reason. 
 Bostick notes that “Consortia may have begun initially for a variety of reasons, 
but most had one over-reaching purpose:  “economies of scale….  Sharing with others, 
who, in turn, shared back, meant certain items, [sic] did not need to be purchased by 
every library.”21  That libraries would bind together in consortial arrangements to save 
money is not a radical idea.  However, the reasons libraries form consortia today is being 
characterized differently in the literature. 
                                                 
19 Ibid. 
20 Patrick, 59. 
21 Bostick, 129. 
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 Bernie Sloan writes that “Contrary to much of the hype surrounding the topic of 
consortial licensing and e-resources [an activity that Ruth Patrick never had to consider], 
consortia don’t exist solely to secure lower and lower prices from vendors.  A consortium 
aims (or should aim) to assist member libraries in carrying out their mission of improving 
the end user’s access to information resources.”22  But Sloan’s understanding of why 
consortia are formed may be more ideal than practical.  In an article about the significant 
growth of consortia during the past few years, Norman Oder quotes Arnold Hirshon, the 
editor of a web-based journal called Library Consortium Management:  An International 
Journal, as saying, “Although the consortium movement initially was most pronounced 
in academic libraries, today public, school and even corporate libraries are exploring new 
ways to provide shared services and to reduce their costs through consortial purchasing” 
(emphasis mine).23  In her article about the New England Law Library Consortium 
(NELLCO), Martha Berglund Crane points out that that consortium was formed in 1983 
“to deal with rising library costs…, the legal information explosion, and the impact of 
technology, as well as to provide a mechanism for resource sharing and mutual benefit” 
(emphasis mine).24
More recently, Olivia M. A. Madison, the dean of library services at Iowa State 
University Library and chair of the 2002-3 Board of Directors of the Greater Western 
Library Alliance, said in an interview that “[t]he major financial assets that consortia 
have typically provided their members are economies of scale and the potential for 
                                                 
22 Bernie Sloan, “Understanding Consortia Better:  What Vendors Can Learn,” Library Journal 125 (March 
2000):  57. 
23 Norman Oder, “Consortia Hit Critical Mass,” Library Journal 125 (February 2000):  48. 
24 Martha Berglund Crane, “The New England Law Library Consortium Experience,” Law Library Journal 
85 (1993):  767. 
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collective management of access tools” (emphasis mine).25  Madison goes on to say that 
while “many consortia continue these basic roles,” a new consortium like hers will form 
in order to “exert greater influence in the scholarly communications arena, enhance staff 
awareness and educational programming, provide exciting opportunities for 
interinstitutional grant requests, and expand the potential to collectively assist in the 
provision of core and specialized services for its members.”26  In the same interview, 
James F. Williams II, the dean of libraries at the University of Colorado at Boulder 
Libraries, says that “[t]he chief benefit of membership in consortia is the ability to 
improve service and cut costs at the local level.”27  There are a variety of reasons that 
libraries join consortia, and not all have to do with saving money, but it seems clear that 
the main reason libraries come together this way is to stretch their budgets as far as they 
can go by sharing resources. 
Some of the modern reasons for joining a consortium are mentioned by Madison 
above.  Barbara McFadden Allen and Arnold Hirshon note that during the 1990s “new 
types of library consortia began to flourish that exploited the advances in information 
technology,” and they provide what they have identified as the three primary reasons why 
library consortia developed from the mid- to late 1980s and into the 1990s.28  Those 
reasons are:  (1) “[t]o leverage resources by sharing existing collections or resources 
through virtual union catalogs or through collective document and material delivery 
services that provide reciprocal access from member library holdings”; (2) “[t]o reduce 
                                                 
25 Carolyn A. Snyder, “The Role and Future of Consortia from the Perspective of Research Library 
Directors:  An Interview with Olivia M. A. Madison, Iowa State University Library, and James F. Williams 
II, University of Colorado,” Library Administration & Management 18 (Winter 2004):  5. 
26 Ibid. 
27 Snyder, 6. 
28 Barbara McFadden Allen and Arnold Hirshon, “Hanging Together to Avoid Hanging Separately:  
Opportunities for Academic Libraries and Consorita,” Information Technology and Libraries 17 (March 
1998): 37. 
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the cost of member library operations”; and (3) “[t]o affect the future as to how 
information will be created, marketed, and purchased by libraries.”29  So while reducing 
costs is still a factor, there is a concern for how libraries will manage their information in 
the future. 
In the same way that Patrick defined types of consortia in her book, Allen and 
Hirshon have found four different types of consortia among the more recent ones that 
they have studied.  Consider their types as an updating of Patrick’s.  And whereas Patrick 
tended to emphasize size and purpose, Allen and Hirshon have devised their types around 
the relationships that the consortial partners have with each other and how those 
relationships determine how the consortium works.30  Allen and Hirshon admit that there 
are “many hybrids based upon these four models.”31  That caveat given, here are their 
four types of modern consortia:  (1) the loosely knit federation (a local or regional 
consortium governed by its member libraries; no central staff or funding; very flexible 
with low overhead, but also with a low level of return); (2) the multi-type/multi-state 
networks (consortia that have a central staff but only a voluntary level of cooperation 
among their members; poor database discounts because there is no guarantee of member 
participation; likely little resource sharing because there is no union catalog); (3) the 
tightly knit consortium (a consortium that “may have a sponsoring agency, and may have 
either a focused membership profile [e.g., research libraries] or heterogeneous profile 
[e.g., statewide],” and has a “dedicated staff that coordinates program development”; may 
rely on institutional funding or external funding; “may share a virtual or online union 
catalog”); and (4) the centrally funded statewide consortium (a consortium that “has a 
                                                 
29 Ibid. 
30 Allen and Hirchon, 38. 
31 Ibid. 
 9
sponsoring agency and probably a separate source of funds”; a central agency that 
“secures the contract and pays many or all of the costs involved, such as for database 
subscriptions”; where “members jointly agree on services to purchase based upon shared 
interests”; staff is available to contribute to the consortium’s agenda, and “the central 
administration may have a role in formulating or even mandating the agenda and 
policies”).32
Two other aspects of modern consortia are what one author calls “concentric 
consortia” (that is, academic libraries that belong to more than one consortium)33 and 
consortia of consortia (groups of consortia coming together “to share information and to 
develop larger-scale agendas among themselves”).34  Among law school consortia, it is 
not at all unusual for one library to belong to more than one consortium.  This is possible 
because normally consortia do not prohibit their members from joining other consortia, 
and because in some cases the cost of joining one consortium may be high while the cost 
of joining several others may be low.  Each library must make its own decision about 
which consortia to belong to by weighing the costs and benefits of each.  Two consortia I 
will examine closely later, the New England Law Library Consortium (NELLCO) and 
the Consortium of Southeastern Law Libraries (COSELL), are both large in terms of 
membership, but the difference in their dues is enormous.  NELLCO costs $5000.00 per 
year to be a full member, and $1500.00 per year for an affiliate membership.  COSELL 
costs (this is no misprint) $20.00 per year for full membership. 
                                                 
32 Ibid. 
33 William Gray Potter, “Recent Trends in Statewide Academic Library Consortia,” Library Trends 45 
(Winter 1997):  417. 
34 Allen and Hirchon, 40. 
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An example of a “consortia of consortia” is the International Coalition of Library 
Consortia (ICOLC).  ICOLC began as “small, informal meetings” and has since grown to 
include about “sixty consortia from throughout North America, the United Kingdom, 
Australia, Germany, Israel, the Netherlands, and South Africa.”35  Allen and Hirshon 
report that ICOLC “has no formal governance or management structure,” but that it 
“shares a common purpose in leveraging the interest and buying power of the group to 
influence vendors of library services and resources.”36  It provides another direction that 
consortia may go in the future. 
After defining what consortia are, emphasizing the importance of cooperation 
among consortium members, describing how they grew during the 1960s, listing the 
phases in the consortium development process, noting the various consortial activities, 
and listing the types of consortia (from Patrick’s four to Allen and Hirshon’s four), it is 
time to say something about ensuring, as much as it is possible, a consortium’s success. 
A consortium of libraries is of little or no value if it does not make some kind of 
improvement in the libraries’ operations.  Despite my emphasis on cost savings, a 
consortium’s success does not have to be measured at the bottom line.  Improvements in 
relationships with other libraries, and among the staff at a particular library, may be a 
way to evaluate a consortium’s success.  The presumption, given the rise in consortia 
during the period Patrick studied and the number of consortia that exist today, is that 
consortia are good for libraries, and therefore provide something that the libraries cannot 
have any other way.  That consortia exist may be evidence of their success.  But are there 
things consortia can do to help improve their chances of success? 
                                                 
35 Ibid. 
36 Ibid. 
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An article that is extremely valuable for what it shows a consortium should not do 
is Judith Meadows’ “The Northwest Consortium of Law Libraries Experience.”37  In 
1984 Meadows was one of the founding members of this consortium, and in her article 
she describes the mistakes the consortium made that ultimately led to its being “put out of 
its misery in 1991.”38
The Northwest Consortium of Law Libraries was initially made up of eleven 
academic and seven public law libraries.39  Within a year it had twenty-two members.40  
The geographic area it covered included “Alaska, Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Montana, 
Wyoming, and Utah, and the Canadian province of British Columbia,” which Meadows 
herself characterizes as “a very large geographic area.”41  The consortium did some 
things well and had some successful projects.  For example, Meadows describes how 
much work was put into creating a set of bylaws, which went through eight drafts (“each 
one was reviewed, discussed, debated, and amended”) and, upon acceptance of that last 
draft, four amendments were immediately moved, seconded, discussed, and passed.42  
“Unfortunately,” Meadows writes, “bylaws were the only thing over which we ever 
gained mastery.”43
Meadows describes other successful projects, such as the development of an 
interlibrary loan cooperative policy, surveys on the consortium members’ fax and e-mail 
capabilities, the sharing of collection development policies, the production of union lists, 
and the publication of a twice-yearly newsletter which “generally included one of the 
                                                 
37 Judith Meadows, “The Northwest Consortium of Law Libraries Experience,” Law Library Journal 85 
(1993):  775. 
38 Meadows, 775. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Meadows, 778. 
41 Meadows, 775. 
42 Meadows, 776. 
43 Ibid. 
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surveys or union lists that had been completed.”44  But it is where her consortium went 
wrong that provides the most instruction to other consortia, and there Meadows is 
impressively candid. 
Meadows describes her consortium’s attempts to get available grant money, and 
calls it “one of our major problems.  We knew there was a lot of funding available and 
thought we should be able to come up with a viable reason for getting some.  We had no 
mission statement and very few objectives.”45  Later she says, “The really fatal problem 
was that the Northwest Consortium never had a focus, other than to seek grant money.  
When we met, we would spend half our time discussing why we existed.”46  In a meeting 
between six members of her consortium and the person who controlled a charitable trust 
for library projects, Meadows and her group were asked to define their consortium’s 
mission and objectives, something the consortium did not have.47  The answers they 
provided led the controller of the trust to say that he did not know why the consortium 
existed, and that “he had heard nothing to convince him that [the consortium] had 
commonality, goals, direction, or mission.”48  The Northwest Consortium received no 
funds from that trust. 
Other problems included cooperative collection development, which was difficult 
for Meadows’ consortium to achieve because it was made up of so many different 
libraries (“We had too many differences for true sharing,” she writes49); the recession that 
hit at the time the consortium was starting up, which prevented both travel between 
                                                 
44 Ibid. 
45 Ibid. 
46 Meadows, 778. 
47 Ibid. 
48 Ibid. 
49 Meadows, 777. 
 13
consortium members and the imposition of dues50; “duplication of interest and 
motivation” between Meadows’ consortium and WestPac, the American Association of 
Law Libraries’ (AALL) chapter for the northwestern states51; and the fact that, while the 
consortium met twice a year, only the directors of the libraries met, so staff members 
working in interlibrary loan, reference, or technical services never talked to each other.52
Allen and Hirshon provide their own recommendations for a consortium to 
succeed, and they reinforce the hard lessons Meadows’ consortium learned.  For 
example, they say that the members of the consortium must “ensure that there is constant 
support throughout all levels of the organization.  Staff must receive support to make the 
partnership successful, and be encouraged to generate a result greater than what any 
individual institution could do on its own.”53  Allen and Hirshon also point out that a 
consortium’s members “must have a high degree of respect for, and deep-seated 
recognition of, the value of increased collaboration,” and that “[c]onsortium and library 
leaders also must not be afraid to lead, to take risks, to commit resources, and to 
encourage action by ensuring that the pivotal issues get addressed early, and that the 
nitty-gritty or divisive issues get deferred until some success has been achieved.”54  Allen 
and Hirshon consider “the purchase of electronic information and the operation of and 
enhancements to shared online systems…the two most critical issues facing consortia in 
the next few years.”55  They list the key activities for consortia over the next three to five 
years to be “[e]stablishing sound governance, funding, and technology infrastructure in 
                                                 
50 Meadows, 777-78. 
51 Meadows, 779. 
52 Meadows, 778. 
53 Allen and Hirshon, 43. 
54 Ibid. 
55 Ibid. 
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support of wide area information access and management.”56  Except for its emphasis on 
the making of bylaws and getting funding, Meadows’ consortium did not have much else 
to motivate it to survive.  Following Allen and Hirshon’s recommendations will not 
ensure success, but it will put emphasis in the right places. 
For those consortia that already exist, I believe there is a question they can ask 
that will determine how important the consortium relationship is to its members.  Norman 
Oder quotes Hirshon as saying, “If the consortium were to go out of business tomorrow, 
would you find it important if not essential to reinvent it overnight, because you’ve 
become so reliant for service that your own library can’t do without it?”57
 
Two Law Library Consortia Examined 
 The literature about law library consortia is not ample.  Excluding two articles I 
have already cited (Martha Berglund Crane’s “The New England Law Library 
Consortium Experience” and Judith Meadows’ “The Northwest Consortium of Law 
Libraries Experience,” which appeared in a 1993 issue of Law Library Journal), I found 
only five other articles that dealt specifically with law library consortia.  Four of them are 
from that same issue of Law Library Journal:  “Introduction to Law Library Consortia:  
The State of the Art” by Gregory E. Koster,58 “The New York Joint International Law 
Program Experience” by Sara Robbins and Gregory E. Koster,59 “The Mid-America Law 
                                                 
56 Ibid. 
57 Oder, 49. 
58 Gregory E. Koster, “Introduction of Law Library Consortia:  The State of the Art,” Law Library Journal 
85 (1993): 763. 
59 Sara Robbins and Gregory E. Koster, “The New York Joint International Law Program Experience,” Law 
Library Journal 85 (1993):  783. 
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School Library Consortium Catalog on CD-ROM” by Richard C. Amelung,60 and “Law 
Library Consortia:  The Compleat Experience” by Gregory E. Koster and Frank G. 
Houdek.61  The final piece is 2001 essay by Diane Klaiber called “The Time Is Now for a 
National Law Library Consortium.”62
As I mention in my introduction, the reasons libraries join law library consortia 
are similar to why any library joins any consortium:  to share resources and experiences 
and to reduce costs.  Law libraries are different only in that they serve a specific kind of 
patron, namely a law student, law professor, or someone who is interested in information 
about the law. 
On university campuses, law libraries are part of the law school building, and as 
such they are normally set off from the rest of the libraries on campus.  An undergraduate 
student who frequently uses his or her university’s main library may never set foot in the 
school’s law library, and may not even know where it is.  The patrons of law libraries are 
for the most part limited to students and professors of that university’s law school. 
 Despite the general distinction between law libraries and other libraries on 
campus, the law library functions much the same as those other libraries.  Like other 
academic libraries, law libraries have reference, catalog, and circulation librarians, and 
professional staff that provides collection development and bibliographic instruction.  
The similarity also applies with regard to consortia, but law libraries distinguish 
themselves again by forming their own. 
                                                 
60 Richard C. Amelung, “The Mid-America Law School Library Consortium Catalog on CD-ROM,” Law 
Library Journal 85 (1993):  801. 
61 Gregory E. Koster and Frank G. Houdek, “Law Library Consortia:  The Compleat Experience,” Law 
Library Journal 85 (1993):  813. 
62 Marc B. Silverman, Teamwork and Collaboration in Libraries:  Tools for Theory and Practice (New 
York:  The Haworth Press, Inc., 2001), 3-11. 
 16
 The American Association of Law Libraries (AALL), a national organization (not 
a consortium), provides a list of law library consortia in the United States on its website.  
This information is based on a membership list dated 1996-1997.63  Although this list is 
eight years old—a period of time in which individual member libraries of a consortium 
could have entered and left, and where consortia themselves could have disbanded or 
merged into another consortium—I provide AALL’s list here to give the reader a general 
sense about the number and kinds of law library consortia that exist.  Consortia that have 
been confirmed to be no longer in existence are marked with an asterisk. 
• Academic Law Library Directors of Greater New York (ALLDOG) 
• *Arizona Law Library Consortium 
• Chicago Legal Academic System 
• Conference of Law Libraries of the Association of Jesuit Colleges and 
Universities 
• Consortium of Academic Law Libraries of Los Angeles (CALL-LA) 
• Consortium of Academic Law Libraries of San Francisco (CALL-SF) 
• Consortium of Southeastern Law Libraries (COSELL) 
• Council of California County Law Librarians 
• *Federal Law Libraries Group 
• *Law Information Network of the Eastern Seaboard (LINES) 
• Law Library Microform Consortium (LLMC) 
• Long Range Planning Committee of Los Angeles 
• Mid-America Law School Library Consortium (MALSLC) 
• Mid-Atlantic Law Library Cooperative 
• New England Law Library Consortium (NELLCO) 
• New York Joint International Law Program (JILP) 
• *Ohio Regional Consortium of Law Libraries 
• Oregon Council of County Law Libraries (OCCLL) 
• *Texas Association of Law Libraries Consortium (TALL) 
 
The essential point here, which may be surprising to those not familiar with law 
libraries, is that there are quite a number of law library consortia in the U.S.  And if one 
counts the number of law libraries that are listed as members of consortia on AALL’s 
website, while making allowances for the law libraries that belong to more than one 
                                                 
63 See http://www.aallnet.org/chapter/consortia_member_list.asp. 
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consortium, the total comes to more than 290.  This total excludes The Law Library 
Microform Consortium which, under its heading for “Members” on AALL’s site, reports, 
“Too many to list, including all types of law libraries, as well as government document, 
university, college, and public libraries.”64  The figure 290+ may be troubling to someone 
who knows that the number of American Bar Association-accredited law schools in the 
U.S. (as of August 2003) is only 188—with one, the U.S. Army Judge Advocate 
General’s School, offering only an officer’s resident graduate course (a specialized 
program that goes beyond what students learn in their first year of law school), and six 
law schools being only provisionally approved.65  The question becomes, Where did the 
other law libraries in AALL’s consortia list come from? 
The ABA may have accredited fewer than 190 law schools, but law consortia are 
not limited to the ABA’s list from which to draw their members.  For example, the 
consortium called The Long Range Planning Committee of Los Angeles is made up of 
law libraries at the California Department of Justice and private law firms, and it includes 
such libraries as the Orange County Law Library, the U.S. Courts Library, and law school 
libraries such as those at Pepperdine University and UCLA. 
The consortia themselves range in size from only three members (The New York 
Joint International Law Program) to almost 60 (The Council of California County Law 
Librarians, which includes all of the county law libraries in California).  The median 
number is about 13 members. 
Unless the consortium’s bylaws prevent it, it is possible for one law library to be a 
member of more than one consortium.  Pepperdine University’s law library, mentioned 
                                                 
64 See http://www.aallnet.org/chapter/consortia_member_list.asp. 
65 See http://www.abanet.org/legaled/approvedlawschools/approved.html. 
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above as being part of The Long Range Planning Committee of Los Angeles, is also part 
of The Consortium of Academic Law Libraries of Los Angeles.  Again, the chief aim of 
being part of a consortium is to share resources and lessen the library’s costs, and if 
membership in more than one consortium is permitted, and the cost of joining multiple 
consortia is not prohibitive, it makes good economic sense to be a member of more than 
one. 
 
The New England Law Library Consortium (NELLCO) 
Among the best-known and most influential of the law library consortia is The 
New England Law Library Consortium or NELLCO.66  Its prestige derives to a 
significant degree from its membership:  the law libraries of Harvard, Yale, and Boston 
University belong to NELLCO.  According to information on its website, NELLCO was 
founded in 1983 when “[fifteen] New England law libraries established a cooperative 
network to enhance the research and educational opportunities at law libraries in New 
England through programs of cooperative collection development and resource 
sharing.”67  As of 2003, NELLCO had grown to twenty-five full members and more than 
forty affiliate members.68
Very few law library consortia maintain websites.  NELLCO’s is quite 
comprehensive in providing detailed information about itself.  Its homepage has links to 
the following:  collection resources (members-only information about NELLCO’s 
various discounts, contracts with publishers, proposals made to the Yankee Book Peddler, 
                                                 
66 The following information about NELLCO was found on its website.  Martha Berglund Crane’s article 
about the consortium, “The New England Law Library Consortium Experience,” was published too long 
ago (1993) to be a reliable source. 
67 See http://www.nellco.org/default.htm. 
68 Ibid. 
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and membership lists with data about each library’s collection strengths), licensed 
databases (such as Bernan’s Government Information on the Internet, Congressional 
Universe, CQ Library, and several others), databases that are being used on a trial basis 
(e.g., CQ Press Judicial Staff Directory, CIS [Congressional Information Services] Serial 
Set, Lawtel, Constitutions of the Countries of the World, and many others), legal 
resources (NELLCO’s resource sharing database), licensing information (specifically 
related to the standard language in licensing contracts, NELLCO contracts, and 
subscription licenses), member sites (for both full and affiliate members), members-only 
information that is password secure, news related to NELLCO and information of interest 
to law libraries, and access to the online catalogs of NELLCO’s full members.69
NELLCO is large, prestigious, and high-profile.  It is also expensive to join; that 
is, when the consortium opens its membership.  For more details about its aims and rules, 
here is NELLCO’s Membership Statement70: 
The New England Law Library Consortium, NELLCO, currently has 65 
members in two categories of membership. 
 
Twenty-five full members enjoy all of the benefits of consortium 
membership.  Full members include both academic and non-academic and 
non-profit law libraries in the northeast.  NELLCO currently has a 
moratorium on membership in this category until Oct. 2004.  Full 
members enjoy shared acquisition of electronic resources, the opportunity 
to participate in NELLCO initiatives like reciprocal library loan, virtual 
reference, and the NELLCO Legal Scholarship Repository, and regular 
participation in the life of the organization through meetings and 
programs.  Full members currently pay $5000.00 in annual dues. 
 
In July of 2003 NELLCO added an affiliate member category.  Affiliates 
must be ABA-accredited academic law libraries in the United States.  
NELLCO will entertain applications for new affiliates in May of each year 
for membership beginning on July 1, the start of the new fiscal year.  
Affiliates participate in shared acquisitions.  This includes discounts on 
                                                 
69 Ibid.  Examples of databases are taken from the site as of June 2004. 
70 See http://www.nellco.org/NELLCO%20Membership%20statement.pdf. 
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print resources through Blackwell’s or YBP [Yankee Book Peddler], trials 
of electronic resources, participation in negotiated discounts and license 
agreements for electronic resources, and centralized billing and problem-
solving.  Affiliate members currently pay $1500.00 in annual dues. 
 
In another part of NELLCO’s website, called NELLCO Membership Standards, a 
paragraph explains what is expected of member institutions, and what it takes to become 
a member of NELLCO71: 
It is understood that by applying for membership in NELLCO a library 
undertakes to maintain sufficient core collections and services to meet the 
routine demands of its core user groups.  In any event, approval for 
membership requires an affirmative vote of two-thirds of the existing 
member institutions. 
 
Other information found on the webpage called “About NELLCO” includes 
NELLCO’s statement of core values, its history, its bylaws, its executive board 
responsibilities, ILL guidelines, information for prospective members and a membership 
application, the aforementioned membership standards, and NELLCO’s strategic plan. 
The point of describing NELLCO in such detail is to provide the reader with a 
model of a premier law library consortium which the reader can then use to measure 
against another consortium that I will closely examine in the next section.  The aim will 
be to compare the two consortia and determine if there are significant differences.  For 
example, is it possible to determine which consortium is providing the best service to its 
members based on the amount of dues the members pay?  NELLCO, at $5000/year, is 
quite expensive.  Next I will examine a large consortium that serves its member libraries 
for dues that run only $20/year. 
 
                                                 
71 See http://www.nellco.org/MemberStandards.htm. 
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The Consortium of Southeastern Law Libraries (COSELL) 
 COSELL was founded in 1986-87 during a meeting of an AALL chapter called 
The Southeastern Chapter of the American Association of Law Libraries (SEAALL).72  
SEAALL was established in 1954 as an expansion of the Carolinas Chapter, which itself 
was established in 1939 as AALL’s first chapter.73  So COSELL’s pedigree runs deep.  
SEAALL’s membership is over 500 and includes law librarians from a variety of areas 
(academia, the government, the private sector) and from all of the states in the southeast 
(including Washington, D.C., the Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico).74  The differences 
between COSELL and SEAALL are incorporative and rather subtle:  SEAALL is one of 
31 chapters of AALL, whereas COSELL is not part of AALL but recognized by AALL 
as a specialized group that focuses only on academic law libraries, as opposed to 
SEAALL’s broader inclusion of government law libraries and private law libraries. 
 According to information found on COSELL’s website,75 its membership list 
includes fifty institutions, ranging in a variety of sizes and reputations, and including 
such highly ranked schools as Duke University, Emory University, the University of 
Virginia, Vanderbilt University, and the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.  (A 
complete list of COSELL’s member institutions can be found in the Appendix of this 
paper.) 
COSELL’s mission statement reads, “To promote cooperative endeavors among 
the law school libraries of the Southeastern United States in order to advance the 
                                                 
72 See http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell/aboutcosell.htm. 
73 See http://www.aallnet.org/chapter/seaall/index2.html. 
74 Ibid. 
75 See http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell/member.htm. 
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educational mission of its institutions.”76  Its size and the quality of its universities make 
COSELL, like NELLCO, one of the key organizations in law library consortia. 
 I mention once again that a key reason libraries join consortia is to share the 
expenses of various library functions, such as purchasing materials, archiving, licensing, 
and creating digital libraries.  The benefits of joining COSELL include the following: 
• Purchase discount with primary vendors such as the Yankee Book 
Peddler 
• Free copying and faxing services between members 
• Participation “if appropriate” in a CIS cataloging services price 
reduction plan 
• Funding opportunities for cooperative special projects 
• Exchange of law library newsletters between members 
• Free loaning of videotapes between members 
• Sharing of information via a COSELL-only discussion list77 
 
COSELL’s website also lists some of what it calls “cooperative efforts” that have 
been made by the consortium during the last decade.  These include the following (taken 
verbatim from COSELL’s website): 
• An agreement with the University of Georgia Law Library to 
maintain and make available a “master” collection of 
superseded states codes; 
• The development of a comprehensive collection of Fourth Circuit 
of Appeals records and briefs at the University of North 
Carolina; 
• An award from the Federal Government to place telefacsimile 
equipment in all COSELL law libraries; 
• Several “clearinghouses” for library documents and policies, 
including annual reports and five-year plans at William & 
Mary[;] photographs of renovations or newly built libraries at 
West Virginia; lists of available pathfinders from member 
libraries at William & Mary; and collection development 
policies and user surveys at the University of Tennessee78 
 
                                                 
76 See http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell/index.html. 
77 Ibid. 
78 Ibid. 
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As an example of how consortial cooperation can reduce library costs, the second 
item in this list, which requires UNC to acquire and maintain “a comprehensive 
collection of Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals records and briefs,” means that other 
member institutions do not have to do this.  Every academic law library within the Fourth 
Circuit (that is, in Maryland, West Virginia, Virginia, North Carolina, and South 
Carolina) will keep a series of books that includes all of the cases decided by the Fourth 
Circuit Court of Appeals, but only UNC will keep everything (“a comprehensive 
collection”) related to those cases.  This is very similar to the relationship described in 
Patricia Buck Dominguez and Luke Swindler’s article about TRLN, where Duke 
University and UNC “divided collecting responsibility for a number of fields”—a 
situation that continues in TRLN today.79
COSELL’s homepage provides links to a list of its Board of Directors, its 
strategic plan (including goals, objectives, and strategies for achieving those objectives), 
the records of minutes from COSELL board and annual business meetings, roundtable 
reports (for the years between 1998 and 2003, except for 2000), COSELL’s articles of 
incorporation (which is where its 501(c)(3) or tax-exempt status is defined), its bylaws, 
what it calls practice materials (such as research pathfinders from member libraries), and 
grants that COSELL has awarded.80  There is a very helpful link to what is called 
“Collection Strengths of Member Libraries,” listed both alphabetically by institution81 
and alphabetically by subject (e.g., “Admiralty Law,” “African-American Lawyers, 
                                                 
79 Patricia Buck Dominguez and Luke Swindler, “Cooperative Collection Development at the Research 
Triangle University Libraries:  A Model for the Nation,” College & Research Libraries 54 (1993): 477. 
80 See http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell/index.html. 
81 See http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell/collect.htm. 
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Judges Materials,” etc.).82  Here one can learn that Duke University considers its subject 
strengths to be intellectual property, environmental law, and negotiation/ADR 
[alternative dispute resolution].83
 Based on information obtained from their websites, NELLCO and COSELL 
would appear to be similar in many ways.  Both are formed from law libraries in their 
respective regions of the country; both provide members with a number of services; 
neither are chapters of AALL but associated consortia of same.  But there is a 
considerable difference between NELLCO and COSELL, one that prospective members 
of these consortia have to take into consideration when joining them.  As I have 
mentioned before, while membership in NELLCO costs $5000.00 per year, COSELL 
costs only $20.00 per year.84  One might grant, on evidence presented at the websites, 
that NELLCO appears to have more offerings than COSELL, namely in terms of licensed 
databases and databases being used on a trial basis.  But each law library must examine 
what the consortia it may become a member of offers and determine which consortial 
benefits are the most important to it at the time.  Cost alone will not always be the 
determining factor. 
 
Two Surveys 
 In order to better understand how today’s law library consortia operate and where 
they are putting their emphasis, in June 2004 I conducted two web-based surveys.  One 
survey was directed toward the fourteen law library consortia in AALL’s list that are still 
                                                 
82 See http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell/alphcoll.htm. 
83 See http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell/collect.htm. 
84 I learned the amount of COSELL’s annual dues when I attended SEAALL’s annual convention in 
Richmond, Va., in March 2004.  The $20.00 figure was mentioned in COSELL’s board meeting. 
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active.  The other survey was for the fifty-two member libraries of COSELL.   What 
follows is a list of questions and responses from those two surveys. 
 
Consortia Survey 
 The survey was sent to the fourteen prospective respondents (that is, the chair or 
president of the consortium in question) via e-mail.  In my e-mail there was a link to a 
web-based survey that the respondent should have been able to finish in less than ten 
minutes.  As of July 3, 2004, I received eight responses (57%).  What follows are the 
questions asked in that survey and the respondents’ answers.  The respondents’ names 
and e-mail addresses have been withheld for reasons of privacy. 
 
What is the name of your consortium? 
 
Answers: The Academic Law Library Directors of Greater New York 
(ALLDOG) 
 Chicago Legal Academic System (CLAS) 
 Consortium of Southeastern Law Libraries (COSELL) 
 Council of California County Law Librarians 
 The Law Library Microform Consortium (LLMC) 
 The Mid-Atlantic Law Library Consortium 
The New England Law Library Consortium (NELLCO) 
  The New York Joint International Law Program (JILP) 
 
 
When was your consortium founded? 
 
Answers: 1967, 1970, 1973, 1978, 1980, 1982, 1983, 1986 
 
 
Does your consortium have a strategic plan or mission statement? 
 
Answers: Three answered yes; five answered no. 
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Have you recently surveyed your membership with regard to 
services? 
 
Answers: Two answered yes; six answered no. 
 
 
How is your consortium funded? 
 
Answers: Two levels of membership.  Full members (limited to a 
geographic area of New England, New York and 
Pennsylvania, and with a moratorium on new full members 
until Oct. 2004), and Associate members, who pay less and 
only participate in purchasing deals. 
 
 Each library bears the (minimum) costs of maintaining 
consortium access forms for students.  The host of each 
meeting bears the hospitality costs.  That’s all there is. 
 
 Each library is responsible for purchasing newly published 
books in those international law subject areas assigned, as 
well as core collection materials that are purchased by all 
three members—although in practice the book selection is 
done together and subject boundaries are applied flexibly 
(i.e. schools often volunteer to purchase a title outside their 
subject area). 
 
 Participating libraries pay their own costs.  We have not 
current projects that require funding. 
 
 We earn all of our support by selling our product. 
 
 $20 annual dues from member law libraries.  All academic 
law libraries in the SEAALL chapter territory qualify for 
membership. 
 
 The schools located in the city of Chicago share the cost of 
a messenger which makes deliveries of interlibrary loans 
every day.  Chicago-Kent pays for it and invoices the rest 
of us.  We don’t really have any other activities that require 
funding.  The directors meet quarterly for meetings and 
lunch.  The host provides coffee and pastries, and we each 
pay for our own lunch. 
 
 Membership dues. 
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What is the management structure of your consortium? 
 
Answers: Full time Executive Director with a salary.  An Executive 
Board, and final level of management from the directors of 
all full member libraries or their named substitute.  
Directors meet 2 times/yr.  Exec. Bd. meets 2 more 
times/yr.  Keep in touch via e-mail. 
 
 Pretty complete anarchy. 
 
 The three directors meet monthly to select new purchases. 
 
 Very informal—at times one of the directors takes the 
initiative to meet. 
 
 Librarian directors elected by the membership. 
 
 From our bylaws at http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell. 
 
 There is no management as such.  We take turns planning 
and hosting meetings, usually at one of the Chicago 
schools.  Organizing those is usually assigned to the newer 
members of the group.  Other projects are taken on and 
planned as interest arises.  The person who suggests the 
project usually takes responsibility for it.  For example, a 
few years ago, we cooperated to apply for a grant to 
purchase Ariel workstations and software to facilitate 
electronic ILL among ourselves and with other Illinois 
libraries.  Our next project will be a collection development 
workshop this summer. 
 
 President, Vice president, Secretary, Treasurer—Executive 
committee. 
 
 
What are the goals of your consortium? 
 
Answers: Resource sharing; education and training; group projects to 
develop new cooperative services (example:  online 
reference chat service); affect the future of librarianship 
through vendor/publisher education, effective efforts and 
developing new technology. 
 
 Assist students to gain access to other nearby law libraries 
for research and convenience. 
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 To develop a research-level collection in international and 
comparative law that is shared by the three member law 
schools (Brooklyn Law School, CUNY School of Law, and 
New York Law School). 
 
 We share resources—free interlibrary loan, student access 
to all member libraries. 
 
 Converting large quantities of historical law books to 
microform and digital formats for distribution to our 
members in microfiche format and on line for purposes of 
preservation, space recovery and collection development. 
 
 COSELL Mission Statement:  To promote cooperative 
endeavors among the law school libraries of the 
Southeastern United States in order to advance the 
educational mission of its institutions. 
Goal 1.  Assist members to develop regional law 
library resources. 
Objective 1:  Facilitate cooperative 
collection building, regional networks and 
coordinated access to resources. 
Objective 2:  Promote interlibrary lending. 
Objective 3:  Promote efforts to build and 
deliver law library resources. 
Goal 2.  Facilitate networking and exchange of 
ideas among members. 
Objective 1:  Sponsor interactive and 
innovative meeting events. 
Objective 2:  Disseminate consortium 
information through publications such as the 
COSELL Board and Annual Meeting 
minutes. 
Objective 3:  Promote forums for members, 
library users and vendors/suppliers to 
improve services. 
Goal 3.  Maintain clearinghouse and distribution 
center for library documents and publications. 
Objective 1:  Collect library documents and 
publications regarding library and technical 
services policies, legal research course 
materials, etc. 
Objective 2:  Select clearinghouse center site 
and develop procedures for document 
request and distribution. 
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Sharing thoughts, concerns, and ideas.  It is an informal 
mentoring group for new directors, and a lovely collection 
of peers to offer mutual support. 
 
To provide a common forum where the law librarian of 
each county of the State of California can discuss 
individual or mutual problems for suggested solutions; and 
in the case of mutual interest, to urge appropriate action by 
the Boards of Trustees of California’s county law libraries.  
CCCLL is conducted as a non-profit corporation to 
promote and enhance the value of law libraries, to foster 
the profession of law librarian, to provide leadership in the 
field of legal information and to foster a spirit of 
cooperation among the members of the profession. 
 
 
COSELL Survey 
 This survey was sent via e-mail to the fifty-two law library directors whose 
libraries are part of COSELL.  In the e-mail there was a link to a web-based survey that 
the respondent could finish in about ten minutes.  As of July 10, 2004, I received twenty-
four responses (46%).  What follows are the questions asked in that survey and the 
respondents’ answers.  The respondents’ names and e-mail addresses have been withheld 
for reasons of privacy. 
 
Free interlibrary loan between COSELL member libraries is very 
important to my library. 
 
Answers: Strongly Agree:  15 
 Agree:  9 
 Disagree:  0 
 Strongly Disagree:  0 
 Comments:  Strongly Agree—“Enables us to do more 
lending than we otherwise might.  And it’s important for 
our institutions to cooperate in making information 
available”; Agree—“It is too much trouble to keep up with 
the costs of interlibrary loans among our group”; “COSELL 
is third on our priority list of where we turn to for free ILL 
service.” 
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COSELL Roundtable discussions at SEAALL’s Annual Meetings are 
very important to my library. 
 
Answers: Strongly Agree:  2 
 Agree:  18 
 Disagree:  3 
 Strongly Disagree:  1 
 Comments:  Agree—“I think we learn from each other.  
Unfortunately, I cannot always be there, but I try to send 
someone”; “Have attended a few, and always found them 
interesting.  May or may not be an issue we’re facing, but 
good to hear what is going on around us”; “It is good to 
learn about the developments of the group and what other 
member libraries are doing”; “However, sometimes the 
discussion does not fit the suggested topic/title.  I have 
enjoyed them nonetheless”; Disagree—“ Only one staffer 
regularly attends SEAALL.” 
 
COSELL’s 16% discount with Yankee Book Peddler is very 
important to my library. 
 
Answers: Strongly Agree:  21 
 Agree:  3 
 Disagree:  0 
 Strongly Disagree:  0 
 Comments:  Strongly Agree—“This is among our best 
projects”; “Again, enables us to do more.  Makes our 
budget go farther”; “Cost savings are always on our 
budgetary minds”; “A higher % would be even better.” 
 
COSELL’s recent discounts on the LexisNexis U.S. Serial Set Digital 
Collection and the CQ Judicial Directory are very important to my 
library. 
 
Answers: Strongly Agree:  8 
 Agree:  10 
 Disagree:  6 
 Strongly Disagree:  0 
 Comments:  Strongly Agree—“Probably would not have 
purchased the set otherwise”; “We would not have 
considered the Serial Set without the discount”; Agree—“I 
am waiting to see whether we will get this through our state 
consortium at an even better rate”; “I think it is crucial that 
COSELL continue to negotiate deals like this, even though 
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as it turns out my university chose to buy the Readex 
product instead of the Lexis one”; “The discount is very 
good, but my library can’t afford the product anyway”; 
“Actually, I am neutral on this one.  We are a member of 
NELLCO and went through them”; “We are buying the 
Serial Set, but not the CQ Judicial Directory”; Disagree—
“We will most likely have access to these resources 
through our University library.  In any event, I am also very 
opposed to the LexisNexis pricing structure assuming law 
libraries will be their major customers for this service”; 
“Our participation and usage of these collections is still 
under discussion.  The CIS digitalization annual fee is a big 
sticking point”; “These collections are currently priced 
beyond our ability to pay, even with the COSELL 
discount”; “I don’t really disagree but we won’t participate 
for financial reasons so it is not important to us.” 
 
It is very important to my library that COSELL expands efforts to 
gain discounts for electronic resources. 
 
Answers: Strongly Agree:  17 
 Agree:  7 
 Disagree:  0 
 Strongly Disagree:  0 
 Comments:  Agree—“I believe that it is very important that 
we look into this issue...with the realization that NELLCO 
is also available”; “We have some other consortial 
opportunities through the Triangle Research Libraries 
Network and NCLive, but those are not focused on law 
libraries.  TRLN serves university libraries in central N.C., 
and NCLive serves all public libraries in N.C.” 
 
My library would like to see COSELL reinvigorate the following past 
projects: 
 
Answers: Awarding grants for projects to benefit the consortium:  9 
 Comments:  “I would also like to select the 2nd option 
above.  But, the system won’t let me pick more than one 
answer”; “I like the idea of having documents available but 
with the web it seems outdated to have a physical 
clearinghouse.” 
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 Designating certain libraries for maintaining clearinghouse 
collections of library documents and policies such as 
annual reports, user surveys, and pathfinders:  11 
 Comments:  “I would like to see both of the past projects 
reinvigorated, but the survey program requires that I select 
just one”; “In these increasingly tight budgetary times we 
need to find ways to increase our consortia.  The biggest 
problem is the ABA standard”; “Would be a good project 
to consider, especially annual reports, etc. if they could be 
scanned and put on a server somewhere.” 
 
 Other:  4 
 Comments:  “Seeking grants from outside funding 
organizations to fund innovative cooperative projects”; 
“Not able to comment”; “Both sound good.  If someone has 
an idea for a project that will benefit the consortium, then 
the availability of a grant may be just what they need to get 
started.  Will benefit everyone.  And identifying libraries 
which can and will be responsible for maintaining 
collections of library documents is a fine idea.  What about 
posting them on the web?  There was a collection of job 
descriptions, but I can never remember where they were.  
Are?  What about on AALL.net?  Or ...?”; “I think 
clearinghouse activity is better characterized as the host of 
a website, and responsibility for updating.  Grants are good 
if member libraries come up with good ideas.” 
 
My library is an affiliate member of NELLCO. 
 
Answers: Yes:  5 
 No:  19 
 
My library receives discounts on electronic resources through other 
consortia or other partnerships (such as state and/or campus 
agreements). 
 
Answers: Yes:  16 
 Comments:  “Via main campus consortia”; “SOLINET 
Campus agreements”; “FirstSearch through the Northeast 
Florida Library Network”; “NCLive, and TRLN...and 
SOLINET is sometimes a source.” 
 
 No:  8 
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If COSELL expanded efforts to gain discounts for electronic 
resources by hiring staff, purchasing equipment and supplies, and 
funding some travel, my library would be willing to increase current 
annual fees of $20 to a maximum annual membership fee of: 
Answers: $600 – $800:  16 
 Comments:  “Not sure; would have to see more specifics 
about the services and how it might affect purchasing 
power”; “Hmmmmmmm.  I’m not sure about this.  This is 
the NELLCO model to me.  Do we need an executive 
director?  This needs discussing”; “Jump from $20 to $600 
needs more information”; “I would need many more details 
before committing additional resources”; “Our ability to 
increase our annual payment would depend upon our 
budget.  Also important would be the resources gained by 
the additional COSELL expanded efforts.  This question 
begs further discussion as there are too many variables at 
this time”; “Depends upon the services...since we are right 
now a member of NELLCO”; “not willing”; “I would not 
consider funding a postion, etc., to do this”; “We would be 
willing to pay more than $20 but probably less than $400.” 
 
 $801 – $1000:  4 
 Comments:  “I think I might make this decision on the 
extent of the services.” 
 
 $1001 – $1400:  1 
 Comments:  None. 
 
 $1401 – $3000:  3 
 Comments:  None. 
 
If COSELL expanded efforts to gain discounts for electronic 
resources by forming a licensing committee, my library would be 
willing to have staff serve on the committee: 
 
Answers: Yes:  20 
 Comments:  “Possibly”; “This may be the best next step for 
COSELL.  We have many members and a lot of talent, but 
I anticipate little consensus on raising dues for a staff 
position”; “I could afford time—not funding.” 
 
 No:  4 
 Comments:  “Too vague a statement.  I would be willing to 
have staff participate but under what conditions?” 
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My library would benefit if COSELL introduced new services such 
as: 
 
Comments: “Review NELLCO’s benefits and determine new projects”; 
“Licensing formulas, guidance handbooks, investigation of 
digital equipment and sources”; “Look and see what other 
consortia are doing.  Might get some good ideas or would 
trigger some good ideas”; “Can’t think of any right now”; 
“More consortial discounts for electronic products, maybe 
reviews of electronic products posted to the COSELL 
website and sent out in quarterly email newsletter fashion.  
Perhaps a committee could do this.” 
 
Survey Results 
 The findings in these surveys reinforce what I said earlier about the purpose of 
consortia:  their aims are to provide a way for law libraries to share recourses, improve 
services to patrons, and cut costs.  Member libraries want to achieve these goals, but they 
must do so within the constraints of their facilities and budgets.  Regarding budgets, 
questions such as “How is your consortium funded?” show that there is no one way that a 
consortium can financially sustain itself.  Whatever works for the consortium in question, 
appears to be the desired method. 
 It is also very interesting to learn that the management structure of consortia vary, 
from what one respondent referred to as “Pretty complete anarchy” to a salaried 
executive director.  Each consortium, depending upon its size and the nature of its 
members, adopts unique contours of manageability, and what works for one consortium 
may not work for another.  The members who gather together in meetings get a feel for 
what each library wants from the association, and based on that they make the decision 
about how to govern or oversee their consortium. 
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 In almost every case, when the consortium provides a cost savings to the member 
library is it welcomed.  In the COSELL survey no one was displeased with free 
interlibrary loan or the Yankee Book Peddler discount, and all the directors either 
strongly agreed or agreed that COSELL should expand its efforts to get more discounts 
for electronic resources.  However, when the question was raised about increasing 
COSELL’s $20 per year dues, the directors understandably wanted to know more about 
it.  The directors were less concerned about allowing members of their staffs to serve on 
licensing committees; as one director put it, “I could afford time [for a staff member to 
serve on such a committee]—not funding.” 
 Five of the COSELL libraries that responded are members of NELLCO, and 
sixteen get discounts on electronic resources through other consortia or partnerships.  
This is part of the movement toward concentric consortia that was mentioned earlier in 
this paper. 
 Overall, the surveys point toward member libraries with tight budgets trying to do 
the most they can within the boundaries of limited resources.  The consortia are serving 
their purpose by enabling the member libraries to do what they could not otherwise do. 
 
Conclusion:  The Importance of Cooperation 
At the end of their article on TRLN, Dominguez and Swindler lay out seven 
reasons why TRLN has been successful.  These factors note that “the involvement of 
staff at the operational level is essential” and that “librarians need to recognize the 
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importance of outside funding both for initiating new ventures and revitalizing old 
ones.”85  The other reasons, all five of them, use the word “cooperate” in some way. 
“[C]ircumstances have to be conducive to cooperation…key individuals 
must share both a vision of what cooperation can accomplish and a 
commitment to pursue cooperative options…administrators must establish 
formal organizational structures that encourage cooperation…the 
experience of TRLN and other cooperative consortia demonstrates that 
librarians must provide information about the holdings of cooperating 
libraries and maximize the availability of their collections…a history of 
successful cooperation encourages its continuance and expansion.”86
 
 With regard to all kinds of consortia, whether they are of law libraries or other 
institutions, it is obvious that cooperation plays a fundamental and important role. 
In her article calling for a national law library consortium (which she has already 
given the acronym NLLC), Diane Klaiber says that she believes “that a more formal 
cooperative support group backed by a strong technical department could save every 
library function more time.”87  Her vision of an NLLC would “include but not be limited 
to cooperative acquisitions, cooperative cataloging, a national storage area, centralized 
technical expertise and grant funding.”88  “The ideas for collaboration within a[n] NLLC 
are endless,” she writes.89  But not without that sine qua non of consortia, cooperation. 
Though law library consortia have purposes different from trade unions, law 
libraries’ coming together to cooperate towards the same ends sounds like a species of 
unionizing.  Klaiber points to the advantage of “present[ing] a reasonable but united 
front” when negotiating with law publishers.90  Of course not all that is done in law 
library consortia can be characterized unionizing in the trade union sense.  In the case of 
                                                 
85 Dominguez and Swindler, 488, 489. 
86 Dominguez and Swindler, 487-89. 
87 Silverman,  6. 
88 Ibid. 
89 Ibid. 
90 Silverman, 5. 
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consortia such as NELLCO and COSELL, the advantages of being members have as 
much to do with the sharing of information between the consortium’s parts as presenting 
what Klaiber calls “a reasonable but united front.”91  Much of the advantage of consortial 
membership, then, comes from an internal cooperation that complements the external one 
shown to publishers. 
As the costs for operating libraries become more burdensome, the incentive for 
standalone libraries to join with others to deflect some of those costs will increase too.  
Consortia, in law libraries and elsewhere, do not exist to serve as modern substitutes for 
church socials.  The individuals in a consortium may enjoy getting together, but the 
consortium was formed to improve the functions of the libraries that are part of it.  
Klaiber’s call for a national law library consortium is not a premature response to crises 
yet to come.  I believe it is the way most libraries, throughout academia and elsewhere, 
will find their solution to budgets that never adequately fit today’s costs. 
                                                 
91 Ibid. 
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Appendix 
COSELL Membership List92
• American University  
• Appalachian School of Law  
• Barry University of Orlando  
• Campbell University  
• College of William and Mary  
• Duke University  
• Emory University  
• Faulkner University  
• Florida A&M University  
• Florida Coastal School of Law  
• Florida International University  
• Florida State University  
• George Mason University  
• George Washington University 
• Georgia State University  
• Howard University  
• John Marshall  
• Louisiana State University  
• Loyola University  
• Mercer University  
• Mississippi College  
• North Carolina Central University  
• Northern Kentucky University  
• Nova Southeastern University  
• Regent University  
• Samford University  
• Southern University  
• St. Thomas University  
• Stetson University  
• Tulane University  
• Universidad Interamericana de Puerto Rico  
• University of Alabama  
• University of the District of Columbia  
• University of Florida  
• University of Georgia  
• University of Kentucky  
• University of Louisville  
• University of Memphis  
• University of Miami  
                                                 
92 This list is taken from COSELL’s website at http://library.law.unc.edu/cosell/member.htm. 
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• University of Mississippi  
• University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill  
• University of Puerto Rico  
• University of Richmond  
• University of South Carolina  
• University of Tennessee  
• University of Virginia  
• Vanderbilt University  
• Wake Forest University  
• Washington & Lee University  
• West Virginia University 
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